really proposing is that we have an opportunity when we collect twentiethcentury materials to investigate the process of collecting, the meaning of what we do and care about as librarians, archivists, and curators. It's not that the same or similar kinds of structures don't apply to collecting earlier materials, but with contemporary materials we see more easily how our roles fit into the large social and historical patterns of collecting and authorization.
Boldly to generalize, the prevailing image of the library among the general public (and perhaps, actually, among librarians) is that libraries are repositories for our cultural heritage-a mirror held up to reality, the reflection being an accurate accumulation of documents from which we can reconstruct history. In reality, there are probably two competing images of libraries: the connoisseurship model and the documentation model. Much work of the past 20 in culture studies has shown the implicit political, racial, gender, and sexual dynamics of connoisseurship to be very complicated and problematic as a sustainable model for collecting. I would hasten to note that my critique of the documentation model, which I believe superior to the connoisseurship model, is not meant in any way as an attack on documentation. Rather, it is intended to provide a more sophisticated understanding of how we can build collections within the documentation model. question the structures of society-that is, the available discourses by which we describe things-question the library as a system that does I'llMBeMYourM irror,MReflectMWhatMYouM re violence through categorization of materials that do not uphold the same philosophical, political, and cultural outlook as those forces that created our libraries.
***
Beginning in the mid1970s, a distinctively new attitude toward artistic production surfaced in Downtown New York. It was not a new aesthetic, not a new style, and not a unified movement but, rather, an attitude toward the possibility of art and the production of art that, though for the most part unformulated, was shared by a wide range of writers, artists, performers, musicians, filmmakers, and video artists who moved to the relatively inexpensive lofts and tenements of Soho and the Lower East Side. Influenced by the Beats, the New York School, Dada, Pop Art, Punk, Hippies, Marxists, and Anarchists, Downtown New York artists began to push the limits of traditional categories of art. Artists were also writers, writers were developing performance pieces, performers were incorporating videos into their work, and everyone was in a band. Along with the profound disruption of artistic specialization, Downtown works themselves undermined the tradi tions of art, music, performance, and writing at the most basic struc tural levels. Rather than overthrow traditional forms and establish a new movement, Downtown work sought to undermine from within the traditional structures of artistic media and the culture that had grown up around them.
Robert Siegle, the first academic to write about the Downtown scene, finds a central insurgency against the structures of culture in Down town works. In his book SuburbanA mbush:ADowntownAWritingAandAthe FictionAofAInsurgency, Siegle writes:
It is, then, an insurgency, but not one that expects to break free of some kind of specific corrupt institution. It is an insurgency against the silence of institutions, the muteness of the ideology of form, the unspoken violence of normalization. But it does not expect of itself the pure voice of the Other-it knows its own language is divided against itself, its every move a contra diction that marks the position of the speaking subject at the end of the twentieth century.
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Siegle describes Downtown writing as quintessentially postmodern in its approach to the "silence of institutions" and to the "position of the speaking subject"; that is, rather than seeing Downtown writing as something that attempts to overthrow institutions or to define a speaking subject that is universal and nonpositional, Downtown writing is about understanding how the discourse of institutions constructs who we are, and then uses that knowledge to complicate Without assimilating into the traditional art scene, Downtown artists mounted a fullscale assault on the structures of society that had led to grinding poverty, homelessness, the Vietnam War, nuclear power, misogyny, racism, homophobia, and a host of other problems. Down town artists were profoundly aware of the failure of modernist revolu tions, but not willing to abandon the possibility of a better world. They I'llMBeMYourM irror,MReflectMWhatMYouM re began to explore the cracks and fissures where human experience, the actual events of everyday life, undermines the oppressive, prescriptive structures of society. Hoping to kick culture-both in the sense of forcing it to change and, possibly, in the sense of giving up the stifling, prescriptive structures that are so addictive-Downtown art exploded traditional forms of art, exposing them as nothing more than cultural constructs. Verbovisual writing, appropriation art, performance art, graffiti painting, Xerox art, 'zines, small magazines, selfpublishing, outsider galleries, mail art, and a host of other transgressions abounded Downtown and dramatically changed how we think about the produc tion of artistic work.
It is important to understand that Downtown artists are not held together as a movement; there is not one unified Downtown aesthetic, nor are there easily definable genres. Downtown works don't fall into the usual subject categories. What Downtown works do share is, as Siegle says: a desire to use art in refabricating a basis for individuality in the face of our sharpened sense of the structural determination of our lives. That basis will not look like a Victorian self or a modernist narrative. Far from being defeated by contradictions, these postmoderns take from it the cue for an alternative logic.
Far from being rendered hopeless by the seemingly inevitable drift of (inter)national politics, they borrow from disinformation the ironic habitation of familiar forms for cross purposes. Far from being paralyzed by the anxiety of past master's influence, they appropriate them for commentary on classic motifs (such as mastery, originality, autonomy, represen tation) and artworld structures (such as publishing houses, galleries, museums, and criticism). Far from feeling compro mised by the investment economics of art, they turn the art market into a microcosm of consumer capitalism. So what does all of this have to do with the library? As I began to process the books, manuscripts, and other materials we were acquiring as a part of the Downtown Collection, I began to experience problems. Downtown works, by their very nature, did not fit into the neatly defined categories the library had established, did not follow the same rigid adherence to authorship, did not even come from acknowledged publishers or suppliers of materials with whom our accounting office was comfortable dealing. I began to see that the same kinds of disrup tions Downtown works effected outside the library were occurring as I brought these materials into a major research collection. Now, the systems of the library come under the same scrutiny as the larger structures of society.
A few examples of the problems we encountered while processing the Downtown Collection point to an overall normalizing function librar ies perform when they process materials. One of the most obvious problems is that of classification. David Wojnarowicz was primarily known as an artist and photographer, though he worked in nearly every artistic medium. His papers include more than 5,000 negatives, films, punk songs (both lyrics and performances), performance pieces, poems, prose, diaries, letters, found objects, and a host of other materi als. Wojnarowicz also had AIDS and his later writing reflects his experience of the disease, intercut with his experiences of child abuse, drug use, and prostitution. An avid illustrator of his own writing-in fact, the illustrations often appear within the manuscripts for his stories-Wojnarowicz created a text, Memories That Smell Like Gaso 7. There is a danger in classifying Wojnarowicz's work in literature, too. Such a classifica tion could universalize his experience, undermining the specifics of his life, which are all important to his work. The risk of universalization seems less egregious than the limitations placed on him by defining him as primarily an AIDS patient. This uneasiness is reflected in the lack of sufficient terms for sexuality.
Of course, the system can and does undo itself at times. One of Cooper 's other books was given the subject heading "teenage boys-9. Dennis Cooper, Try (New York: Grove Press, 1994). I'llMBeMYourM irror,MReflectMWhatMYouM re fiction." I can just imagine a young librarian suggesting this book to a 14-year-old boy, having found it after doing a subject search. In this case, the erroneous (or mischievous) application of a subject heading contradicts the system of control.
Although not technically a "Downtown" book, Judith Butler 's Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity serves as a touchstone for many younger Downtown writers and artists. writing. Nearly half of the material did not have online catalogue records, presumably indicating that other institutions do not hold copies of these outsider publications. The same was true for the more than 300 periodical titles. A few of the better-known writers and artists in the collection had online records. As I looked over the materials and spoke with Kolm and other members of the Downtown scene, I became aware of the incredible importance of many of the writers whose works were not documented in any library. (It reassured me that we were doing the right thing by collecting them.) I feared, however, that these lesser-known writers, many of whom were friends of people such as Kathy Acker, Gary Indiana, Spalding Gray, Lynne Tillman, and others would simply be lost in the online catalogue and forgotten. In consultation with our cataloguing department, we created a special subject heading of "Downtown writers" and placed it on all materials added to the Downtown Collection. In this way, lesser-known authors will have at least one chance of being remembered and found by researchers. 12 And yet, as I hope the examples from the Downtown collection show, it is clear that we are involved in violence against, and the silencing of, materials when we integrate cultural materials into our collections.
12. This isn't exactly true. There is one small piece titled "Un 'fantasque du bibliothèque '" (1964) that he wrote about the Bibliothèque Nationale, but it does not contain an exploration of the library as a cultural discourse.
cally to the discourses of the time in which that knowledge was first available. In other words, the structure of our understanding of anything is necessarily caught up in time; there is no a priori, that is to say, some thing that exists before or outside time, only ever what Foucault paradoxi cally calls an "historical a priori.
13
Within any given historical period, then, and under the same governing rules that inform the "historical a priori " there is an "archive" that culture produces. For Foucault, the "archive" is not the sum total of the experiences of individuals in a given historical period as preserved through the memory of the culture, but only ever a subset of its "historical a priori," the peculiar subset of experiences that can be expressed within the constraints of that culture.
14 The "archive," thus, is only the record of those experiences "that appear by virtue of a whole set of relations that are peculiar to the discursive level" of that culture. For Foucault, this "archive" is never mimetic of culture, but only a product of the possibilities created by the interwoven cultural discourses. It will come as no surprise that Foucault believes that "the archive of a society, a culture, or a civilization cannot be described exhaustively."
15
At the same time, however, he believes that "its presence is unavoidable. It emerges in fragments, regions, and levels, more fully, no doubt, and with greater sharpness, the greater the time that separates us from it: at most, were it not for the rarity of the documents, the greater the chronological distance would be necessary to analyze it." 16 I do not agree with Foucault. I believe he is right that the "archive" cannot be described completely. (Not all experiences are written down; memory is a cherished and fragile medium. Moreover, language itself never can express all the things the body knows-the ineffable, animal need to preserve as large a body of documents and artifacts as we can so that with the passage of time the documents of our culture, now rare themselves, will be available for study.
Foucault presents a curious problem for me. At the end of the passage, he begins to sound as though the "archive" is something that exists and can be known at some indeterminate point in the future; if not in its "total ity," at least the "fragments" and "levels" of understanding begin to accumulate to make up something that begins to approach an under standing of the "archive." I suggest that Foucault should have looked to the libraries, for it is within their walls that much-but, importantly, not all-of the "archive" will be determined. It is by what we in libraries collect that a large portion of the "archive" will be made knowable. But we cannot just continue to collect in the ways we always have and preserve materials that can document the archive of our "historical a priori." If we had continued to collect in the usual manner for the Fales Library, the Downtown scene would only be known by those few writers and artists who broke through into the mainstream of publishing-those canonized through overlapping criteria established by the media, critics, and other people with cultural power. Much Downtown material has already disappeared; much more would have vanished if we had not begun to collect it when we did-it would only have taken a fire at Ron Kolm's apartment and a huge portion of the Downtown scene would have been lost forever.
I'd like to propose an alternative to Foucault's rather bleak prognosis for documenting the "archive." I'd like specifically to think about his idea that the "archive" "emerges in fragments, regions, and levels," for it is here that we have something to use as a means by which to more thoroughly document the "archive." Oddly enough, we return to the mirror-more specifically, to Jacques Lacan's conception of the mirror stage of psychological development. In his essay, "The Mirror Stage as Formative of the Function of the I as Revealed in Psychoanalytic Experi ence," Lacan explains the moment of recognition of the subject (a baby), when standing before the mirror he or she first understands that the reflection in the mirror is his or her self. Or, as Lacan puts it: "The mirror stage is a drama whose internal thrust is precipitated from insufficiency to anticipation-and which manufactures for the subject, caught up in the line of special identification, the succession of phantasies that extends from a fragmented bodyimage to a form of its totality."
18
What is important for us here is that the child's actual vision in the mirror is not 18. Jacques Lacan, Eenits: A Seleetion, trans. Alan Sheridan (New York: W.W. Norton and Company, 1977) . I'llMBeMYourM irror,MReflectMWhatMYouM re one that is complete; it is not a totality-for obvious reasons: The child does not have sufficient motor control to stand steadily in front of the mirror at the age when the mirror stage occurs. Rather, the mirror stage exemplifies the moment when, based on the anticipation that something actually exists out there, that is, his or her self, the child projects its own identity, his or her own I, or, in the English translations of Freud, his or her ego. The image in the mirror need not be absolutely accurate, sharp, and clear for the child to understand that he or she exists.
It is precisely this Lacanian mirror that we can use as a model for docu menting cultures. If we collect, as comprehensively as possible, the multiple and varying fragments, shades, levels-the fuzzy images of the areas of culture that our collections encompass, then we are truly collecting something that will have lasting value beyond the highly regimented, approved discourses that culture promotes. Another way to think about this might be to compare how one might conventionally collect the Downtown scene to how I have actually chosen to collect it. to perform a "hit-and-run guerrilla action;" I do. In the end; Downtown work offers a different stance toward how we view our role in relation to the structures of culture. In addition to holding the mirror up to culture to reflect the various and conflicting images that may allow me to preserve a part of the "archive" of the Downtown scene; I have to also always be aware that I am not only looking into the mirror; but also-and most importantly-holding it up.
